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1 June 2004 

Ms. Marlene Dortch 

Federal Communications Commission 

Washington, DC 20554 

Re: CG Docket No. 02-386 

mce ofthe secretary 

44s 12* street, sw 

JUN 3 2004 

Dear Ms. Dortch: 

Enclosed please find an original and four copies of the Comments of Martin Group, Inc. in the 
Commission’s proceeding in CG Docket No. 02-386. 

These comments were also filed electronically on the Commission’s ECFS system on June 1,2004. 

Thank V o u  

’ MartinGroup,Inc. 

CC: Kelli Farmer, FCC 
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use this opportunity to explain its concerns. 

Additional “W” Code 
Some parties have suggested that an additional customer account code (such as a ‘W’) be 
required to indicate that a customer has switched to a wireless service provider for its main source 
of local exchange service. Martin Group opposes this proposal, for the following reasons: 

The additional code has been suggested because very few wireless carriers ofFer I+ equal access, 
and instead usually serve as the customer’s long distance provider. While this is true, Martin 
Group hardly finds this to be justification fbr the proposed additional customer code. Are we to 
assume that the ‘W indicates that this customer is no longer a worthy marketing target for 
landline long-distance services? If so, the CARE standards are a very odd place to achieve such a 
function. Carriers need to make their own decisions regarding marketing prospects, and 
expanding the CARE standards into this subject area sets a dangerous precedent. 

Furthermore, a customer’s decision to “‘go wireless only” is often invisible to the local exchange 
carrier. Unless the customer is porting W e r  number to the wireless canier, this change of 
service will often appear to be a nom1 d i ~ c o ~ e c t .  Customers may feel no obligation to inform 
the LEC that they are switching to wireless service, nor should they, In these instances, the LEC 
will have no infomation on wbich to base a decision about whether to insert the additional code. 
The Commission must keep in mind that wireline-to-wireless local number portability (“LNP”) is 
not universal by any means. In some instances, the LEC may have received no bona fide reguests 
for LNP, or the state commission may have suspended the LNP requirement. In other situations, 
the customer may simply want to change Service without porting hisher number. For these and 
many other pmctical reasons, the proposed V“ code in unworkable, unnecessary, and should not 
be mandated by the Commission. 

Informing IXCs of a new LEC 
Some parties have requested that LECs nut only inform the IXC when a customer discontinues 
service, but also provide information regarding the “new” LEC that is now serving the customer. 
Once again, this suggestion would impose an additional burden on the existing LEC that it may or 
may not be able to accurately fullill. A customer changing local seMce providers could appear to 
be a simple disconnect, especially if he/she chooses not to port the number. Should the 
Commission decide that IXCs need to be informed ofthe identity ofthe “new” LEC when a 
customer changes local service providers, it would be much more logical to impose this 
requiremeut on the “new” LEC. The “new” LEC is the entity that is gaining a customer in this 
tmnsacto~ and therefore has greater ability and incentive for promptly and a ~ ~ ~ r a t e l y  
transmitting this information to the IXC. Shiftii this burden to the “new” LEC also eliminates 
the problem that the existing LEC may have in distinguishing a change of service provider from a 
simple disconnect. 

Line-levd database 
Martin Group urges the Commission to reject AmericaTel’s suggestion earlier in this p m e d n g  
to impose a line-level customer inhrmation databas on the telecommunications in-, whwb 
AmericaTel suggests is needed for greater access to account-mlated i n f o d o n .  Martin Group 
feels that t h i s  proposal would impose si@cant additional costs on the industry, for the benefit 
of only a small subset of carriers. Martin Group is concerned that with no concrete plan suggested 
to cover these costs, the burden will fall dispropor&ionately on LECs and their subscribers. 

Martin Group fin& it ironic that a dialaround provider would propose a mandatory line-level 
database, and cite its lack of access to accurate customer billing name and address (“BNA) 
in€ormation, credit i n € o d o n ,  etc., as justification for its proposal. Dialaround providm make 
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